
Robert W. Quinn, Jr.
Director - Federal Government Affairs

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N. W" Room 222
Washington, D. C. 20554

i,.

April 1, 1998

Suite 1000
1120 20th St. NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3851
FAX 202 457-2545

RECEIVED!

APR - 1 1998

~;EIJfRAL GOMMUNICA11ON8 COMM~'iSION

~ OF THE SECRETA-If,(

Re: Ex Parte, CC Docket No. 96-98; RM 9101 t Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and I
of AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney of
the Common Carrier Bureau's Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss
information regarding Ameritech's Operational Support Systems as well as the
communications that AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to obtaining
combinations of network elements. Attached are several documents distributed during
the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the following business day to
the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of the Commission's
rules.

Attachments

cc: 1. Jennings
1. Oxman
M. Pryor
A. Kearney
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30 soum wac:ktr DrIV.
Floor 39
Chil:aoa. IL 60606
Office 3121750.5367
Fu 312A509-6307

J.... T. I.IluIMII
Assistant General Couns,1

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

October 17, 1'997

William A. Davis II
AT&T
Chief Regulatory Counsel
131/1 Floor
227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated October 8, 1997, which I received on
October 14, 1997. You ask;ed for Ameritech's written position regarding the 50­

called UNE Platform.

Bill. AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Platform, as defined by AT&T, is inconsistent with the
Telecommunications Act of , 996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companies.

As I represented to you and to Len Cali, Ameritech agreed to work to implement
the UNE Platform during the time this issue remained unresolved on appeal.
Our agreement to work with AT&T. however, was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiving its legal rights. As SUCh, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech's decision to "litigate" this issue is puzzling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platform has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8, 1996 release of the FCC's
First Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of AppeaJs for
the Eighth Circuit, filed on October 14, 1997, now resolves the platform issue.

I)

\
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As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing. including
Ameritech's:

Section 251(c)(3) requires an incumbent LEe to provide access to
the elements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251 (c)(3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEe's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any lesser existing
combination of two or more elements) in order to offer competitive
telecommunications services.

As I understand it, AT&T's "assume-as-is· UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembled network elements on a combined - as opposed to an
unbundled - basis. As such, AT&Ts version ofthe UNE Platform is inconsistent
with Section 251 (c)(3), and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agreement.

Therefore. continued implementation discussions regarding AT&rs UNE
Platform do not seem productive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&-rs access to unbundled network elements
under our interconnection agreement in 8 manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion shOUld be coordinated with AT&rs
account management team, Which I assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (3121867-5568) a call.

Sincerely,

1t!:::
JTL:plj

c: Nell Cox
Mike Karson
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WlIflam A. 0."1. II
Cllte! ReQulalory Counsel
Central Region

John T. Lcaahan, Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
Ameritcch
30 South Wacker Drive. Floor 39
Chicago, ~L 60606

Dear John:

October 23, 1997

13th Floor
227 Welt Mont08 St,..,
Chlc_Qo. IL 60606
J 12 230-2636

I have your response of October 17. 1997 to my letter ofOctober 8, 1997
concerning the UNE Platform. Obviously our compaDies have oil-going differences
that are incapable ofbcing resolved in com:spondc:nce between the two of us, but I will
respond briefly to your letter and address the question of bow we may best pursue
platform issues going forward.

I am puzzled by your statement that AT&T! Vc:niOD ofthc UNE Platform is
both inconsis1cDt with Section 251(e) ofthc Act aDd "clearly outside the scope of our
interconnection agreement. It I understand your citation to the 8· Cin:uit Court of
Appeals' decision of October 14, 1997 in connection with the first point (and as noted.
we will continue to differ on the merits oftbal n::adiDg of the Act); at the same time,
however, there exists clear state law basis for the platform in a Dumber of our states
(e.g., Michigan.. Illinois). Moreover, as to the scope cfthe int.r:reonnection agreements.
I wonder whcmer and bow yoW' position wkcs into a.ccaunt Schedule 9.5. Sec.I.17,
which provides:

"WIu:n AT&T ol'dcrs Network Elements or CombiaatioDS that are
currmuy interCOnnected and functional and remain intereonnected to the
same adjKCDt Network Elements, such Network: Elements md
CombiDatioDS will remain intereozmec~ aDd fuDdiouJ without lilly
discmmcdioD or disruption of fuDctionality of such NetWOIt. Elements.
There sball be no chargc for such intcn:aancction. Comeqw:mly, for
Ameri1CCh mail Customers who simply wish to switch du:ir local
service providers and keep the same type of scnic:c provided through the
same equipmCDt, this method ofonicriDS will accomplish this with DO
physical c.bules ~uin:d in the exisWla Network £1c:mc:Dts. Under
these cin:wmtaDc:cs, it shaU not be nernury for AT&T to coUocate
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John T. Lenahan. Esq.
PqeTwo
October 23, 1997

equipment in Ameritcch Central Offices to connect the un"undled
Network Element. If shared Network Elements are used., Amcritech will
be responsible for all engineering. provisioning I.I1d maintenance of
these components to ensure they support the agreed-upon grade of
service."

Among the network "combination5" which Ameritcch qrecd to provide pur.nWlt to
Section 9.3.4, ofcounc. is U1c "Unbundled Element Platform with Operator Services
and Directory Assist.ance." We read. these sections ofthll imcrcoDD&:Ction ap:cmeDt to
provide expressly for AT&Ts version ofthc UNE Platform-ad I lID therefore at a
loss as to how Amcriteeh can rccoocile these provisions with its position thal the
AT&T UNE Platform is "outside the scope" ofour lLiJeCIDcnt.

In any event., ana without prejudice to our leial poliuons, ATa:T is prep8Rd to
pW'Sue discussions of UNE Platform issues - incluc1ing Amcriteeh's proposed approach
to UNE availability in light of the 8- Circuit's ruJini - from lID opcraiona.t and
business perspective. In particular, AT&T win o.ccd to know with specificity just bow
Amcritcch proposes to make: each UNE available to requesting carriers on a scpaI'II1ed
basis in a manner that will allow those n:qw:stina camer'5 to combine sw:h elemeDlS.
Bruce Bennett will be taking up thae iSSUC3, consistent with your SUUestion. in
discussions with Amcritech's AT&T account maNgement team.

Sincerely,

William A. Davis, n

cc: Neil Cox. Esq.
Mike Kanan. Esq.

bee: Len Cali
Bruce Bennen
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November 14. .1991

VIA fACSIMILE

Daniel J. ((oefter, Director
Phwul1S and Impiemen1ol1lDn
Ameritech
350 North Orleans. J/4 Floor
ChicaBQ, UJinois 60654

Dc&r Dan.

~s,,' Floo'
227 W Monroe Sir•••
CNcqo.IL 606Q6.5016
312 230·3312
:AlI( 312 23().8881

In oW' Novc:moer 6. 1997 mCClUlg we discussed celUin ope1'ational issuCi assaciatG'd with A.mcrirech's
proposed methods (or mUUlg UNEs aYlilable to ClEC$, uawnin,IftO I~ Cimsit COUft cecisian is not
oVC1'\W11cd. Amc:ritech '5 response. in Kellen!, "VU thai tho CLEC. WCluld bo required to ~c:ombinc

.Nctworj: Elements in callat&lion spice purchased on 'IoCn'nS utG c:o"dhionJ per the lnten;oMcctian
Aareemcnt. This lotter sets fonn AT&T's undcmandi2'a af Ame:ritech's roquiRmcnlS based on our
discussions and ICC&.s your confinn4tion of aUf undernancUna. Also, A.T&T is $uomitting additional
qUCllTion. to bctt:r undcntand Ameritcch's operational plAnland re~uirc:rrtents forrccombined UNE3.
Ameritech Ign:cd to respond to in writing to additional questionl on lINE recombining.

Listed below &l'II the questions AT&T ilSkcd AmCrllech in our metlinB and the: Amentcch responsCl as we
undersl.&7\d them:

I. Whal ere Ihe elclllcftU Anterilcch will offer 10 CLEC.lI on aD unbuDcUcd b••is?

Arneritc,h will kecp the loop and NfD connected and will not provide & (oop withou~ a NID. The
clements Amcritcch will m"c available are: loop ana NID combine. local Iwiu:hins includini
sip,lin, inherent in the switch Cincludin.acuu to rilllbutS). trMIpOf't- both dedicated and
Amcricccl\'s vetlion of "shared". landcm switehin&, ca.ndem C'lnl~rt and OSlO".

Amcfttccft n:quirn ClECs to combine elements in collOC*ion 'l'UC. Each CLEC wiJI require
calloccion spKc in cas;h cenft"al oft1cc. inch,din, I&ndefn otTu:cs. in orGer 10 fCCIOmbinc UNEa. At the
M.in Di.nucion Frame. Amc:titcch will "disconnect" an "latin.loap when a CLEC l'umiRa. valid
c~cr request for ..~icc. Alftcriteeh would ~tish jumpen for bada 11\. loop and swiech .ide
connection an Amcritcdl '$ Main Dicaihution Frvne ("MOFI. An Ameria:d\-lIftP"Ivcd u-ird ,.rry
vendor would be rcqui.n:d to C$&&bli.a &h. cOMCCLian berwecI' eM coU_ion cap lad AlMric=h's
MDY. Tha CLEC will csablish its 0"'" MDf in its colJcaz:ion Ale &nO will be n:::I1*IoS'.1e far
physically C1"DSS"'COMe:tinC loopjum~ and line: pan jumpers an its MDF. ..ua.;t.cft Uadicaf8d d'III
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DOIn Kocher
~ovember 1·1. 1997
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3 CL£C may make all the connections within its case at one timc. Addicion.lIy, Arneritech indicated
that In Intermediate Oisrribution Frame ,'-IOF') connC1:tion between its MDF ana the collocation c:age
may also be required in some central offic:cs. Amerilec:h £aid it would not utilize a common frvne
outside afthc CDllocation space to termin.tc mUltiple CLE.Cs' cross-connects. Morcover. cross­
connection of Arneritec:h switching WIth dedicated transport trunk:l would be pcnorrned in the
collocated splICe under Ameritcch's definilion of "shared" rranspon.

3. Does AIDCt"itcch allow CLECs to ,flue Ihe lime inlcramcc Iransport used by 4merittch?

No. A CLEC pW'c:hasina UNE il1lmJfticc ~pon will bo purchasing dedicated inlcroffice IT'I.Inks and
cannot simultaneously use the lame interoffice rn.nspon: used by Ameritec:h.

4. Can CLECS pUrChliC Am.riCech', "shared" tflln.pon in quantitieslmaller than a full trunk
arvup?

The lowest quantity currcntly negOtiated and p~ctic:ally implemented for intcn:oMection is the OS I
level. Upon ,equesi. Amcritcch will split the "shared" transpCll"t bill for a OS I among sharing CLEu.

S. How docs Arucrilech compleee a line usignment rot Us exisclna customen'?

A physical disconnection and rccoMcction of'cen is not necessaI)' "'hen an existincloop is a.ssicned to
ilIl Ameritcch customer: rather. Ameritech is able to aC:C:Clmplish this task via an electrOnic: (kcybovd)
inpUt.

6. Doa. CLEC ban to purc"..e ,lllll.Uni leplnte rrom ."'iccblnI1

No. On the line side, the linc clU"d has sipaling II an c",bedded function. On &he tlunk lide, 8 CLEC
can pun:hasc either MF or 551 tNnks. The Ollie sisnaJinl capabilitY is inherent in the swtu;h;
sill1llini is not ordered seplV1ltely if switehina is ordlll1ld, Thb baic lipaling c:",abilitY inelude:l
"cus to tho Ameritec:h databases (i.e. 800/111. 911. 1.108, etc. d&I:Ibu••). A CLEC purchuing
switching and 557 [nzw docs not nave co p~huc separalc IU:CCU to Ameriu~c:h's siln.ling network
and ulociated databasl:5, Sign.ling includes both TeAP and ISUP silll_ling.

7.. When will Ameritecn', unOundled elemcnts ordering auidc bc updated to 'cOeet the 8'· circuit
court ruUnK?

Ameritcch ptameled (0 fumish a dale fer upcWing its unbundled Clrdcrinlluide. (AT&T poscd this
question to our Amerill:ch ACl:ClUnl Mlllaaer on 10/23197 and i. still waiti". for an Mlwer. Arneritech
hu. mealale on its WEB silc indicating tha! the unbundled.ordering luide will bc upclated te rcflect
the Sill Circuit Ceun Nling).

8. WIU Aftlcritccb .UClW CLECs te recombine UNEI without coliocaUon7 I. Aacrifech combining
c1e",cntl e.ay "'I. a rc",ote termi...I?

Ameticcch requires colloQcion for Cl.EC rccambinini of UNEs. For the vast majority of Amcricet:h's
own cu.~om.... sCt'\'ice is pruvisioned via a IOftwaR updae u.ilI" ranOle lenniNl. Ameritcch
makes a "hY'i"1 connection to pruvidc servicc only for new lina (e.l. second linCJ).

9. An: then ..,. ttl•• Cl.ECs caa h.". dlhCl.cec&l 10 th. Anaeritcch MDF'! Is Ihen: loRw8n: Co
reeeQlbl•• wilhoUI. phytica. reeo.ReedeD?

A.mericcch docs not Mcicipacc ~rgvidinl CLECs dim:t 1Ll:c:eu co Ameritecft equipment- Amcriccch has
nor li"en any thought to. soltwve- baaed method off'C'CCImbiftin••cp....=clemcnu.
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10. Whac happens if Amtrill~ch does not hl\tCl sufficient room (0 Qceommodlu: coUocation in I
specirlc centnl afflcc?

Under these circumStan~es.Ameriu:ch wOldd allow vinual collocation. ana would require Amcritech
(Scan of the CLEC technician ro pertonn work on the \/inuallr collocatee e~uip",ent.

11. Can CL£Cs pre-wire in a calloc.tiun space?

AmerilCch will nor prohibit a CLEC from prewirins in iu collocated space. A CLEC t:l.n also prcwi~

all of iu tic lines [0 and from the MOF (or IDF where one exists) It one lime.

12. How will Amcritec:tl ensure coordination of Ihe toop and line pon connection. ror each CLEC
tUllomer Icrvice Drder?

The CLEC would have to specify the physical appclll.ftccs afthc laop and switch line pon On the
indiyidual orders: Amcritech has processes in place to coordinate thc separate arden required for dlC

loop and the line POrt on the switch.

13. How many loop and line pon jumJ1cr connections could Amcrhcch complele in a ,inllc d.~'?

Amerirech indicated there is a physical limit to the number of converwions which can be done in any
given day because of the muu,l etTort involved. but we not able to qUlUltify this limit. To date.
Amcrltech hlU not comple:ted any studies or given any tholAght te what the muimum n\lmbet' of deily
~Qnnec:tionswould be.

14. "'Ilum. _ CL£C I".end. fo purrh••e collocation .p.ce ,o'ely (or purpal. of rccambltdnglfae
necanry UNEJ Inca the pl.,rarm combinallon, ratller thaa pun:""'1I1 collocation .pac. lor
pravedlnl r.cUhlcs-based ICrvicc, and t"creran will nOt nnd .pate for equlpmcnl.weh •• Usht
Iuide eqUipment: under Ihese circUI'D.a-ncc:s will Alftcritech allow 'he CL£C 10 purchase
collocation space In incremenu leu thab 100 Iquare leel1

Yel. Ameritech WIll reconsider minimum UNE collocation space requiremenu. and will provido
AT&T with a response on this queslian.

15. CoUocation requiremcnlS willincrea.c the loop Icnleh. If Ihi. addUlanallenl1'" necessilalet IClOP
conditioning, "ho is respo"slble ror pcrrorminl the conditioning - ~mcritech or Ihe CLEC?

The CLEe is responsible:.

16. Will 4merlcech CJro"tdc CLECs accesalo lIs ."Iieeerini recordS,linec .he reconh need Co be
",paa,ed to reOcct the new 10Qp Icnllh co en.ure MLT .atinl war'" properly'?

AI necessary, acceu to records Will be llfovidcd. Ameritcch said it would inllielciaale MLT impac" of
iu collocation pro;lo.al and WIll ,,",vide A.T&T an answer.

17. How do...ai.Ctalace or the recombined uabuftdIC clcmenu 'Work'!

Amcrilech has res"onlibili~ for du: ~tual mainlcnUGC ofchc clemenlS and the CUC has
re,ponlibliitY for "ropcrl~combininB the clcmcnu. The CLEC must idcmi~and ICCliona/ize the:
mainlCftInCG prvblem. The CLEC must notify Amcriu:c:h which elemcnlS arc not workinl properly
~nd AmCt'icech WIll initial&: eDfTteUve lletio". Ammlech will provide cues aCCcs,lQ the necasatY
mainrenlllc8 cools and diqnostlcs.
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Listed below are: Idditional questions relalcd to Ameritech's requiremcnu fer CLECs to recombine
unbundled lle.-o", clements:

18. Hu Ameritcch dc:'t'elopcd mc:tholU andprClcedures to dc:urice: how it will separate alre:ady-combined
clc:mcnu and how CLECs will be required tQ recombine: clemcnts? rfnat, when will this be done and
when willlhc M&P's be avaHable 10 CLECs?

19. What ass imp.as are anticipctcd from Amcritech', re:combininc proposals? Whit ass will
Amerilech acccslludlizc to separale: elemenu and wUl CL.ECs utilize to rec:ombinc elements? How
will Amc:ritech provide CLECs .~css to thcse aSS?

20. What impact dae" AmerilCch's rccombini"a propoI.1 have on enaincc:rinc and inventory records?
WhIt rc:canil will Amcritech access or modify to IClpUaIC alrady cOMcceed .Iemena? What recon:l.l
will need to be acceued and/or updau=d for. Cl.EC to cam"lc:te rwcambirwion of UN&? WllI1 is
Ameritcch'. plan to accut'Uely m.inlain such rc:cords7 How will.multiple: CLECs u.sing recombined
lINEs be given .cecas to Amcritcch', cnlincarinl ud inVSftlory t'CCClrd.s?

1.1. Has Amerireeh inveltialltcci arty aLternatives to collocation far tho r=ombination of nctWoB. clcmc:nu
(for example, pro¥idins CLECs direct acc~. '0 Ameritcch'lI necwork equipment for "hysical
recombining or logical separation ana recombining)? Iho. what arc Amer1tech's reuans fDr nat
makini thao .hemalivea availablCl to CL.ECs7 If noL when will this ",,,estiSltion be done?

22. Will Amllriteeh hl\'e any resaictions on the number ofrc:cambincd lINE custOme" which may be:
conven~ to CL,EC1 on I daily bui:s1

lJ. How quickly can Atncritech innall collocauon caacs in aU ofthc Ameritcch Michllan ccna-al Dffices?

24. \What is the nailability of collocated apace in each Ame:rUech CCfttnll officc? Ple:ue dc:.scribe Any
limitations which may ell1st.

25.. Allwning a CLEC hlU prewired loop and twitch contlections in ill collOc.&tion Sf'ICCIO blocks on
Amllriu:ch MDF ueciJar \OF fnmu. whal is me expected dW'lltion of cUoitomer down time for
conversion of an ui1tins Ameritcch CWltOl11CT to a lINE CLEC ClolIcomer'?

~6. How does Amerilech propose to remedy the provisioninglseivicc: pariey iSluel auoci.tcd with lu
collocation FIt'apos,,' e.g.• (I) elcctn:lnic: pl"D....i.iantnl vs manual p",vi,ioninl: (2) additional loop
lengths: (J) additional possible POIIUI affailun:?

Thank you far your c:ooJleR[ion an this maacr. If you nne any qUCllcions I can be n:ac:hed at (312) 230­
3312.

~~.. "'#-CM'")

BNce Sennett

BB/cv



November 18. 1997

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager - .-\T&T CLEC Sales
Ameritech Infonnation Industry Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3
Chicago, Illin~is 60654

/

Dear Bonnie:

OAT
.\T&T CC::::~'lt CO~lllr

~27 West :.:;;~toe

Cl'lIca90....~:ll' 60606

As mentioned in my last correspondence to you the AT&T Collocation team would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forecast for Ameritech. At that meeting, several
observations were noted which impact the coordination and development of the forecast
data which we are to provide to Ameritech. In light of Ameritech's position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network elements, and its insistence
upon combining network elements through collocation, the team needs to reconsider the
impact on our coJlocation requirements in Ameritcch end offices. Our current collocation
data and analysis must now be re-evaluated to detennine how to factor in this criterion.
Consequently. in order to provide you with. an useful forecast, I have requested that the

.AT&T Collocation team reassess our cunent forecast data and make the appropriate
modifications.

The reassessment and a.n.a.iysis of these revisions would ultimately impact the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Collocation Planning) of the Implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes to provide Ameritech with a two-year rolling revised annually forecast
swting on January 20 1998 for the Termination Points. E~sting Spac:c::. Future LSQ's in
E~sting Market and Future LSO's. We would also submit on a two-year folling revised
Quarterly forecast for Power staning on January 20, April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
information to Ameritech (Attachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not account
for the latest information. in this case consideration of Ameritcch's position on the 8th
Circuit decision.. docs not provide it's intended value. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriate to consider a six month true up option in the two-year
forecast. As of this time however, I can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
collocation in Wisconsin or Indiana for 1998. Should that plan change due to our
business neccis. I ,"ill notify you in a timely fashion so as to provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requirements.



Your feedback on this proposal is necessary for our tcam to move forward.
If you have any questions or need further clarification regarding thc aforementioned I
can be contaCted at 312-230-2450.

Antoincne Thomas

Copy to:
Steve Hunsberger
Rhonda Johnson
Dan Noorani
Rob Polete
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Future LSO's
D.-It

Futunt LSO'. in Ealsllng Mlirkets
Inl.",.l-2 Ve.r Rolling Rft'laed Annually
Reqult.menta - 1) State, 2) Geographical Ar.a. 3) Currenl LSO"••
~) Incremental Growth

CY+1 CV+2
est.llng Current IneremenUlI Inerwmental

Slate Market # LSD·. • LSD·. #LSO's
IMInai.
Indi8na
MIchigan
Ohio-
Wisconsin

Future LSO'.
In18rv.I.2 Ye.r Railing Revl.ed Annually
Requirements - 1) CUmlnl LSO's In the Five Amerltech State.,
3) Incremental Growth

CY+1 CY-2
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lruc. C. BlIn".n
Dillictor 01

PrOduct Delivery

December 16. 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Pllmping and Implementation
Ameritech
350 Nonh Orleans, )rd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Dan.

"St" Floor
227 W. Monroll SCc••t
Cnic:a;o.IL 80lOI-5018
:; 12 230·3312
FAX 312 230-8886

I am following up on the starus of a response to my November 14, 1997 letter (attached) J sent
you following our November 6. 1991 meeting. Included in the letter is a series of qlleSlions we
asked Ameritcch at the meeting and AT&T's understanding of Ameritech's respons~s. We also
included questions related to Ameriu:ch's requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled
network elements which were not spet:itically addressed at the meeting. It has beenovcr a month
since! sent you the lener which Amc:ritech agreed to respond to in writing, and I hElve not
received B response. We would rcolly appreciate Ameritc:ch's answen to these questions as
quickly as possible.

If you should have any question!'. or would like to discuss anything Jean be rcached at (312) 230­
3312. Thank. you in advance for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennen

BB/ev

Attachment

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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8N_ C. I.nn.n
Di"c:to( 01
PIOdl.lCl DehvelY

January 28. 1998

.,.

VIA FACSnWLE AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and Implement:Jtion
AmeritClch
350 North Orleans. )rd Floor
Chicago, lIlinoi! 60654

Dear D~n,

25th FIOClr
227 W. Monroe SIt••t
Chicago.IL &D8DB·5016
312 230·3312
FAlC 312 230.ae8S

#'1

1am following up on the: statUS of a response to my December 16, J997 and November 14, 1997
letters regarding Amerilcch' s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled network
elements. We have nOI yet received the response you Igreed to provide and therefore can only
assume that we have correctly characteriud Amcritcc!)'s position on recombination in the
November 14. 1997 lener.

If Ameritcch's p!i>sition on these issues has changed we would greatly appreciate a response to
our letter.

Sincerely,

g/~~
Bruce Bennen

BB/eY

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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FebNIry lO. 1998

Mr. SIW:C Bc:mu::n
DiftlCtDr "fProduct~i~
AT&:T "
m W. Mamoc.,~ floor
ChiQCD, I1linaU 60606

DClIr·Bru.cc.

This~ 10 yvur le:tt&:r afNovanbcr 1', \997 to DID Kod=IIlO~'
WliCSt'G11dcIIA= am.c:aNAI theN~6. 1997 masiDa what 0., Mike Kanon md I wtR

izMtcd to ~.,.;mMaun:cD GcrsIX1. Bob Shc:ny. Bob FI1CII:IftC _ Yaurlelfc.~eli:uDl
AT.t:rs -.biJi1)' CD CIXIl.binc: aCiW'Cll'k daacau pumaIIIl tQ me Eilbrh CUaait Coun'J ruling.
Th.a mClCliDg WZl held as a fallow-up to Jab I..c:naa.t'I Odober, \7, 1991ICftC1'.

At dw W- &our m-.i.D1o ... dacrib.O in -.u haw A&lftfCa tDday provides aa:::ca t.O

~ dUiiCid:S and how AT&.T c:ou1d., tf it dlQle sa ., eo.., UICI U.0Ie -i';DB lIftIIDS'CIIlCDt5 t.O

cambiac ... ..-c::n: eicmcnu wid! lu own &dUdes ar wid1 acbIr J:IiIftWGI¥ elaaaas ,rovidad
by Amc:rit.a::b CD 1'ft""ide tdClC'ClIfunmicarians 51C1Yica. While our clisc.uian dc&I1 widJ details,
the subjClCf mac:r iacff WLS n« DICW IG my of us. The: m..c:r in whic:b Amc::ri1a::h pnwidc:s
aa::;a.s to Uusc nCl\liOt'k clc=acms bas been Ct1II::BSivdy doc:uInmtc:d at Ama'itech's web sice. in
our Iascn;:annGaa AgJWnlCnt md iu a&IOC:i&cd lm~LCDc::DUtioo PIc. and in me mouseds of
pqes tiled wftb. Amciulch's fwO 271 ~lic:a:iaas ..
Durin; tile =-=a. we anpha.mld m. follo-usg pon:

1. Aaai-= bas pn:t",idcd aU= eLEC. wlU\ ICCCII to ... oft.bae-=ds of'lJIIlNDdled
10Gpll whidl have been suCU"sNlly CCIIDbiaa:l Vti'dIiD tbaIc Clll'ricn' n....arA CO .-vc
Ikir 0''""MnI. PrDcedura ha\-c a..m caCibIisb.c:d to COIIC'CtinII.c d\c cli.tconD.ecIiGII of
Amaiaa:::b's ra.aiI.5Q'Yi~with die ;nal"maa ofaCL£C·~ lCIVicc 'CO miDimjzc Illy
CllllDmCf inc:a\~cnc:edurinl the U'mIoi~O'Q.

2. ,."..CKh.. ftC( dic:mo 'CO ATAT baw MtWadro el__.. iI punt len sbauld tJe
~ CDIft_Cllil:Uiaas Om~ ca......mif'R' ' ..... audc by the
AT.T.. mwiwes _ AmaTrer::b ..~I"AT.T CO pll'farm caum
ftD:Iiau in combiniDl QIIWaQ: e11:Ulcaa..

3. AJIbo. it .~ 08YtCNS Uw ClClalbiDiq ac:rwck cl..-us as Ibqo ere e:unan1y pravidc:d
QIIl t:e -=aamplisbcd ia c::uUOC1IDOft I'pCIt. Alal-'aidt is opal to~my adler

" ......""", ...........---
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tedlDicall)' f..ibl. alte:maive Ihc AT&T~ IQ PiopoM. AT&-T indicated &hat il
...uld lie m'king sudl a prapalll1 lhanly.

Unfort\aua:ly. I1IhoUib the mec:siDs wu ClRablishcd to ........ ow, pI «lye views ofme:
court'. decision.. cmcc &be mCClilts swra:l you praowided Hale apIINaian of AT"T'5 posm.., on
du: isIuc. You swr.alme yCN wac lICK a\llbDrizlld 10 dilCUll AT&T's ¥ift1 alhaZ IiDK:..
Sewa'&l1ima cbaria8 du: n.aang. yeN fit .. ofdu: ...AT&T .epi _ves iDdic:aed c.Ut
ATAT was ptq*ins ahcmcive IITIIIpmenu which it in"..eteet to fanuUy prapoac \0

AmcriUI:b. As 1M m-liDa adjoumal, it VlU AmailWti's~ .DI"ATA;T would be
"'ki .. cb.ne piupwals in the ncar lUrare. IS .. to tar:-~propa.... d\G AIuriu:I::h
asr-d UJ iCSpaad. Nem1y t!vt:I: IftCIIIdss baq,..aiam..m.... To cIaIc. Amcftla:.b ba
nac 1'lDCIlIiv.a Cly~s&mn ATaT cYGl thouF tho Eilbth Circuit'. arder wu clew m.r &he
teSpCIftS11nlity}O combine netWork eJ_ans nm with AT~T, Gal Amaita:h.

W"nh l'C'JPIZd &0 die NCJVcmba' 14- .......apc·dc:occ. 1mustldmil1bll~..__ pu:a:icm.cm
OD .... pan when~ na:ived "JtNZ daaMneat wMn 'Ml~U ~TAT..prcpaUlS to
open ncpwiaIicu _ 1ft.IJa:mcive praposal CD Use oilliq CGUcaUGil maaazaCll13. Our
ariPaal iD.s:mtiaa was Ie n::spand. wbcD ATAT:shInd i\:l piopowl1lti1h u.s. HcNc:w::r,l think it is
now obviou.s ca. your prgp:asal is del~ 'iau mar r.r.r .0 tlw tbrcc poiDu JiIUld~ as an
&CIICloftIC IUIDZDB7 of AmCS'itecb's ,-i'li0D u4 AIIleriulcb's willinpa' ad Ibility CD~de
KICCIS to~ deD_U 10 w.r cftcy caD -= cambUu:d by AT.T(.ma dcaill providat in cAe
l:I!J:DSiva doaammrarian m=oa.c:G cuiicr).

I MID beli«M: daal ATitT's posta- ee-.iqed izl ita feJI'CUII~ ofNCMlIDbc:r 18. 1997 md
r:a..abc:r Ja. t 997 wudisiD~ Siac:lc AT.T has I!C'dfte-Jy rc:a.:d CD -=a:pl bGdi il.e
01it£ plaiiai ad iAind InnI'pcart ddaiCian. canai&iccl i.III our~ M uan A.paDIDJ or"
apm Clrcu.n's Nlmp. tbcy oo\&lcllla~ftC i.aqIaI:I an AT&rs UiIRy ta fiIUi11 iss~
~priaas for fcncuu. in lilY c.ue. .u:.cc yuu aow haw QUZ' iCIfl"I'UI& dIsw sbauld be DO

Nnbtt i.mp:dimO'!! to your fon::castiDS proa::s:s...

I also nate1h.l% ATaT has public;ly aDluuu:1Dd ~em·ofitl raaJcdfons~
sublll:nQ.a1 CJI'Iicr VDNma coaua_ d:anluItl oc IC"lCZ (,GftC". I 11ft cvricnu U to -tM:dU:r WS
~em. a.I_. with me Eipdl Cin::uit's Nli"l. win ~t in •~ polIiOOll vis+vU
tILe UNE PlGorm. wbimfar 411 U1ta1t INS pu:rp:JtC'S 'III. nadIiq IIUft taa ftaa1e III TEUllC
~ If you have CI)' inIonnuian wich rcprcl to thissi~me you would be ""Uiaa Ie

sUre. A.mcit-=h would~cc it.

Brw::c. &0 the CIdlI::DI you wish 10 aw:r ia1a INIIILiDJPUl di-.I... IIIID your DiS'"...an
CMliriul:iaa a1c.anaivc:s. your 8I:EDIIIft a.m c Amcriu:d1. I1adI rady 10 da 10. What you
obIaiD me a&&EborizmQll lO di5QISS tM:sc it.cms, plc:ae fall &ee tD forwn aDy propw&ls )'O\l wish
I\IIIIIritK:b co c:aasida-.



BNC. C. Bennett
Director 01
Product Delivery

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager
Ameritech Infonnation Industry SCT"'ices
350 North Orleans
Floor 3
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Bonnie:

February 27, 1998

25th Flcot
227 W. Monroe Sueet
Chicago.IL 8CIe06.S016
312 230-3312
FAX 312 2~88e

1 am in receipt of your February 10,1993 letter replying to my letter ofNovember 14,
1997. Your letter fails 10 respond to AT&.T's requests - contained in my initial letter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on Deumber 16, 1997 and January 28, 1998 that
Ameritech clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes TO make available
unbundled UNEs to CLECs. including an explanation of how Ameritech combines UNEs for its
own use and how Ameritech will separate UNEs that are currently combined. The infonnation
we requested is essential for AT&.T to evaluate whether your current collocation-based offering is
a reasonable means to combine Ameritech UNEs (loops and switches), as well as to assess
possible altematives.

Your letter attempts (0 suggest that Ameritech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because it has been waiting for an AT&T proposal. What we agreed to at our
November 6,1997 meeting, however. was that AT&T would summarize in WTiting what it
understood Ameritech's position (0 be on those questions, and that Ameritech would respond in
writing, and that was nOllied (0 any AT&T alternative proposal. lf, as you contend, you were
"puzzJed" by my November 1411\ Jetter, presumably you remained puzzled by my subsequent
requests for the information, and yet you never called and never responded. IfAmeritcch had a
different understanding, in other words, it wa.s incumbent on Ameritech to ~spond in some
fashion rather than simply remain silent for three months.

Your latest letter, moreover, is not rcsponsive. We fully understand that Ameritech hu
provided CLEes with their own switches access to your unbundled loops by using collocation 10

connect to their neTWorks. AT&.l"s questions were posed to gain an undefSWlding ofwheuu:r
Ameritech's collocation product., designed for connecting tINEs in an environment for CLEC
switch provider.; to ac:ccss unbundled loops in your network, is reasonable when AmcrilCch
provides both the loops and the switch. As we discussed in our meeting. it is AT&Ts view that



:. "

BOMic Hemphill
February 27. 1998
Page 2

collocation as a method to connect an ILEC's own switches with its own unbundled loops senes
no valid commercial purpose. but additional infonnalion., which only Ameritcch holds, is needed
to more fully evaluate this issue. The "thrCl: points" and the "extensive documentation" which
you outline in your letter thus rail to address the questions posed in my letter.

Further. your statement that 1 or anyone else from AT&T said we were not audlorized to
discuss AT&Ts views is just plain wrong. We came to the meeting seeking clarification and
detail around Ameritcch's position, as indicated above. It is, after all. up 10 Amcritech to state
hoW it proposes 10 make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs based upon the 1111 Circuit's
decision, before CLECs can dctennine how they might be combined. Additionally, however, we
discussed prelimjnarily AT&-rs proposal to utilize the "recent change process" to separate and
reconnect Ameritech's unbundled loops and pottS. although of course not in the level of detail that
would be necessary' to work through those issues. As indicated below, we are prepared to pursue
those discussions.

Frankly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritcc:h's insisten" upon attorney involvemcnt
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues.
appears to be a big part of the problem. In an effort to prcK:ccd on a business to business level, I
would suggest thc follo¥'ing. First, 1 would appreciate a response to OUT questions included in my
February 10. 1997 leuer. Second. I propose we schedule a meeting to discuss AT&l's "reeent
change proposal" in pater detail. approximately a week subsequent to Amcritcc:h's response to
our questions. The meeting would be held without attorneys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's
lettcrto 10hn Lenahan on October 23, I997. AT&T is prepared to pursue these discussions,
without prejudice to either party's legal position, from an operational and business perspective.
You are exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the account team.

Your prompt WTitten reply would be appreciated. Please call if you would like to discuss
any aspect of this matter in grt:atcr detail.

Sincerely.

Bruce Bennett

BB/ey
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March 16. 1998
VIA FAX: (311) 23G-8834 & FIRST CLASSM4JL.

Vice PJwilicnt • CcauaJ. Stau:a LoGal ScM" Oraall;zation
AT&T,
221 W.lt Monroe Street, 13" Floor
CbJcago, Illinois 60606

Dear SiT or MaQ.am:

I am writing punwmt to Section 29.3 of theInt~AIfl:c::mcnts UJUiCT Sc:ctiom 2S1 and
252 of the Teloc:oma:u.micaaons Act of 1996 by and beTWeen Ame:iteh lAd ATIJ,T (individually~
col1cC:live}y. the "Aarcomcntj to feqWtc rcucgotistion cfc:.um proviaions o!Ulc Agreement ir..1irb.' of
the final and tloDa;2Pealablc: clec:iSlon of the United States Coun ofAppcala (or the Eiglnh Circ:u~t in m..~
Utilities Board v. {.C.C., 120 F.3d 753, (8'" CU. 1997), whith deCIsion vacated certain nl1es col\teint~ in
Pan ; 1 ofTitle 47 of the Code ofFedcnl Re~ons{such vacated tul= rcf=red to hc::rcio. as t':'.c
-Va.c.au:d Rules'}.

As you. know, the Vacated Rules were in c:ff'= when the Apement was ncgotiaJed. arbitro1l'7i,
signed and apfnOvC(i Consistent with Section 29.3. the Eiihtb Circuit', fi.Dal aDd nonappealable
rI"~islon va~tingUu: Vaeate4 Rwc.a givca rise to an "AmeDdme:n.t 10 th.c Ar:t' (as defineci in Sc::cU01. ~;9.3

he Agreement) and A:l:ncrit.ceh thc:cforc dcm:.nds renegotiation of the provisions in the AgreemC'm
tAat w~e affectc:Q by suat Amendment to the Act.

In keeping with the good faith rcq4Li.rcmcnt ofScaion 29.3. Ameritcch requests that AT&T
identify a point of ecntaCt to negotiate the amendmc:nL Ac:cordinS!y. pl&ue idcDtify to me in vnit:ngt>y
no later than March 2.3, 1998, AT&T' ~ poine ofcontact and I will have the applicable Ameritech ..<:;,
negotiation team C0111.a.t:t that individual. '(: ,

If you have my questions. please c;611 me at (312) 335.6531.

Since'r'e1y.

C:;~: Bonnie:H~bm
AT&.T Vice Praicic:nt • Law & Government A.JIam
VIA FAX: (312) 230-8!35

,.,, ,.
., .
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· March23. 1998

'Via Fax and U.S. Mail

Mr. MichaeIJ. Karson
Vice President & General Counsel
Amcriteeh lDfonnation Industry SeIVices
350 North Orleans
Floor 5
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Mike:

13th FlQCIr
22.7 w.t Mcnoe StIMt
ChIca;a. Winais 60606.
312230-2645
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This is in response to Ted Edwards' March 16, 1998lettcr proposing that our
· companies renegotiate certain provisions ofthe Interconnection Agreement in Eght of

the "final and nonappealable" decision of the United States Court of'Appcals for the
, Eighth Circuit.

· Since Ted's letter is not explicit, please submit to me, in writing, the specific
provisions ofthe Interconnection Agreement that you wish to rcoegotiate and innieate
the basis for that request (i.e., please cross-reference those provisions to the "firuil. and
nonappealable" portions ofthe Eighth Circuit's decision). UponreccipI, AT&1.can
both determine if OUI companies are in agreement with the status of the portior(s)' of'
the order in question and how to move forward under Section 29.3 ofthe . , .
Interconnection Agreement.

Sincerely,

Philip S. Abrahams

cc: Ted Edwards - Amcriteeh
Jane Medlin
Bill West

.....



NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP'

CmCAGO -- Although Ameritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map"
for RHCs to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study
that it's "impossible" to follow those directions, Ameritech Chmn. Richard Notebaert told reporters Tue:Js.
in news conference here. He said Ameritech has decided it can't file any more entry applications until it
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation ofTelecom Act checklist
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
. request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to
win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

However, on clqser study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system - for example, to accept 6 entries instead of 2 -- and information that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BellSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions will be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC will
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, St. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply fOr\\lard-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal level,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged telcos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers' at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took form of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cellular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a third of the cable households where our service is up and running," he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cellular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands." Notebaert warned that "that kind of thinking is the
path to oblivion" and all companies must "unshackle our imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror."

CDviaNewsEDGE

Copyright (c) 1997 Warren Publishing, Inc.
Received by NewsEDGElLAN: 10/28/977:54 PM



BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMIS~ION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the ReView of Ameritech
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection,
Unbundled NetworkElements. and Recipro­
cal Compensation for Transport and Termi­
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC

I

2

SECOND ENTRY ON REfiEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) On June 19, 1997, the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre­
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Ameritech Ohio
(Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in­
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for provi­
sioning unbundled network elements as required by the Tele­
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act) 1 and this Commis­
sion's local service guidelines set forth in Case No. 95-84S-TP­
COl (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18. 1991, the Commission issued an Entry on
Rehearing modifying and clarifying. to the limited extent
addressed therein. the June 19, 1997 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20. 1997, applications for rehearing of the Com­
mission's September 18. 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech, AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T),
and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)2 pursuant
to Section 4903.10, Revised Code. and Rule 4901-1-35. Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for
rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and MCI.

(4) In their joint application for rehearing. AT&T and MCI aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18. 1997 Entry on
Rehearing concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc­
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCI allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

Codified as 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq.
Consistent with their earlier practices in this matter. AT&T and Mel submitted a JOint appllcaUon for
rehearing.
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